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I.  INTRODUCTION 

Provost & Pritchard prepared a report in June 2005 titled “Traver Redevelopment 
Project Sewer Collection and Wastewater Treatment Study (Original Study).  
Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group was retained by the Tulare County 
Redevelopment Agency (TCRA) to prepare an updated Sewer Collection and 
Wastewater Treatment Study for the Traver Redevelopment Project Area.  The 
purpose of this study was to:  

1. Review the impacts of three (3) scenarios prepared by the County of 
Tulare.  The three (3) scenarios of anticipated growth in Traver are 
described as follows: 

 Scenario 1 (refer to Exhibit 1) includes serving all entities that the 
County has current commitments to serve.  The current 
commitments are shown in Exhibit 2 – Anticipated Sewer 
Connections. 

 Scenario 2 (refer to Exhibit 3) includes Scenario 2, serving phase 1 
of a new residential development between Jacobs Drive and 
Avenue 368, north of the Zone of Benefit (ZOB), and assumed to 
include 100 additional residential sewer connections.  This scenario 
includes development of the area between the railroad tracks and 
State Route 99, south of Merritt Ave. 

 Scenario 3 (refer to Exhibit 4) includes Scenario 2 and the 
remainder of the proposed residential development (assumed to 
include an additional 100 residential sewer connections), and 
development of the area between the railroad tracks and State 
Route 99. 

2. Analyze existing wastewater flow, predict quantity and physical origin of 
future flows, and provide a preliminary sewer collection system design. 

3. Analyze existing wastewater treatment plant capacity, estimate future 
needs, provide design alternatives, and provide a recommendation for 
expansion to accommodate the scenarios..  

4. Provide opinions of probable construction cost for design alternatives.  
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II.  PLANNING AREA 

A. Location  

The community of Traver is situated in the heart of California’s 
Southern San Joaquin Valley, approximately 12 miles northwest of 
Visalia in Tulare County (Exhibit 5). 

Refer to the Original Study. 

B. Environmental Resources 

1. Soils 

 Refer to the Original Study. 

2. Groundwater 

Groundwater in the Traver area typically travels in a northwesterly 
direction (Exhibit 6).  Typical elevation of the groundwater is 215.   

 

3. 100/500 Year Flood Plains 

 Refer to the Original Study (see Exhibit 7). 

4. Land Use  

Updated land use information in the Traver area is presented in 
Exhibit 8.  

 

5. Water Supply 

Refer to the Original Study.  

 

6. Climate and Winds 

 Refer to the Original Study. 

7. Cultural and Historic Resources 

 Refer to the Original Study. 

C. Growth Areas and Population Trends 

1. Population trends 

Recent interest from developers and county-wide housing starts 
indicate that a conservative estimate of growth increase for Traver 
would follow the county-wide trend.  The population in 2010 was 
713 residents, which is a decrease of population since 2000; 
application of the 1.7% growth rate extends as shown in the 
following table: 
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YEAR POPULATION 

2010 7131 

2015 776 

2020 844 

2030 999 

 

Property zoned R-1 north of Jacobs and west of Canal is proposed 
for 12 lots of single-family residential development.  The Original 
Study included an opinion of the capacity of the sewer collection 
system and wastewater treatment facilities to accept the twelve (12) 
additional single-family residential units.  A copy of the Tentative 
Subdivision Map for the 12 lots is included as Appendix A.  This 
subdivision is incorporated into the evaluation of Scenario 1. 

Additional housing within the existing Traver Redevelopment 
Project boundary is limited to very few vacant lots as in-fill.  
However, a portion of the Study Area, currently zoned RA, is 
proposed for residential development.  If that area is developed to 
at least 200 single family residential lots, the population increase 
could be 800 persons, which exceeds the table above.   

2. Commercial growth 

Commercial growth may also contribute to wastewater flows in the 
Traver area.  Areas of commercial and industrial growth for this 
evaluation are identified in Exhibits 3 and 4.  
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III.  EXISTING COLLECTION SYSTEM AND FLOWS 

A. Existing Sewer Trunk lines 

The existing parcels and sewer mains are shown in Exhibit 9.  The 
existing and proposed sewer system serving Traver is depicted in 
Exhibit 10.  The sewer system includes 6” and 8” mains.  Pursuant to 
the County of Tulare, the collection system serves 198 legal 
connections: 175 single-family residents, 13 standby, 4 churches, 1 
preschool, 1 elementary school, 1 laundry mat, and 2 
grocery/convenience stores.     

B. Volume of Waste Discharge 

The average daily flow (ADF) for 2013 was approximately 51,146 
gallons per day (gpd).  The system is permitted for 88,000 gpd.  
Exhibits 11a – 11d are estimates of the flowrates within each portion of 
the sewer system.  It is noted that several portions of the existing 
sewer system do not achieve typical desired velocitiy, however, the 
overall capacity of the sewer system is sufficient for present demands.  
Based on the total number of legal connections, the average flowrate 
per connection is approximately 301 gpd.  Based on the population of 
713, the average contribution per person is 72 gpd.  For the purposes 
of this study, commercial property was assumed to contribute 1,000 
gpd and industrial property was assumed to contribute 3,000 gpd.  
Exhibit 12 includes a review of the collection system with peak sewer 
flows.  A peaking factor 3.0 is used.   

 

The analysis suggests that the collection system is sufficient for daily 
peak flows.  Unlike the circumstances of 2005, there are no significant 
variations of monthly flowrates received at the treatment plant.  
Average monthly flowrates between January 2013 and December 
2013 ranged from 48,549 gpd to 61,204 gpd.  A graph of flowrates 
received at the treatment plant is included as Exhibit 13. 
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IV.  WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY 

A. Location  

The location of the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) is shown in 
Exhibit 10 and is situated on the east side of Road 44, approximately 
¼ mile south of Avenue 368 (APN 045-010-26).  The plant is located at 
approximate Latitude 119° 28’ 30”, Longitude 36° 27’ 15”.  

B. History 

The plant was constructed in 1992 and funded by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, the State Water Resources Control 
Board, and the United States Department of Agriculture.  The facilities 
are regulated by Waste Discharge Requirements No. 88-098 and are 
permitted for 88,000 gallons per day (see Appendix G in the Original 
Study).  

C. Wastewater Characteristics 

Influent characteristics are assumed to be typical domestic wastewater 
with influent biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and total suspended 
solids (TSS) of approximately 250 mg/l.  Sampling of the influent is not 
a current requirement by the State.  The assumed concentrations are 
conservative estimates for raw influent based on accepted textbook 
values and influent of similar communities in the Central Valley.  
Present effluent requirements are 1.0 mg/l D.O. within any holding 
pond and an effluent electroconductivity of 500 micromhos/cm greater 
than source water.  Future effluent requirements are assumed to be 40 
mg/l for BOD and TSS and 10 mg/l of Nitrate as Nitrogen.  The 
disposal ponds will be required to be sufficient for a 100 year return 
period precipitation year. 

The reported range of electroconductivity values ranged from 886 to 
1,235 micromhos/cm.  The regulatory requirements are 500 
micromhos/cm above source water, or 1,000 micromhos/cm, 
whichever is less.  The electroconductivity values are shown in Exhibit 
14.  The wide variation of electroconductivity values should be 
investigated and the cause should be determined.  It is possible that 
the variation is due to chlorination of the source water.   

D. Treatment Facilities 

A description of the existing treatment facilities is included in the 
Original Study. 

E. SCADA (Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition) 

Refer to the Original Study. 
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V.  NEED FOR THE EVALUATION 

A. Growth 

This report evaluates sewer infrastructure requirements for three 
scenarios: 

 Scenario 1 (refer to Exhibit 1) includes serving all entities that the 
County has current commitments to serve.  The current 
commitments are shown in Exhibit 2 – Anticipated Sewer 
Connections. 

 Scenario 2 (refer to Exhibit 3) includes Scenario 2, serving phase 1 
of a new residential development between Jacobs Drive and 
Avenue 368, north of the Zone of Benefit (ZOB), and assumed to 
include 100 additional residential sewer connections.  This scenario 
includes development of the area between the railroad tracks and 
State Route 99, south of Merritt Ave. 

 Scenario 3 (refer to Exhibit 4) includes Scenario 2 and the 
remainder of the proposed residential development (assumed to 
include an additional 100 residential sewer connections), and 
development of the area between the railroad tracks and State 
Route 99. 

In the Traver community there is a need to provide the treatment and 
disposal capacity to provide for capability to accept new businesses 
that will provide jobs for residents of the community.  Traver is a State 
Route 99 corridor community that would be able to support general 
retail, industrial, distribution, and travel oriented businesses.   

In addition, the County of Tulare requires updated information 
associated with the anticipated capital costs associated with 
anticipated sanitary sewer infrastructure necessary to serve the 
proposed growth.  The information may be utilized to determine 
necessary connection fees that would be required of new 
development.  Further, the information may be utilized in applications 
for funding assistance to assist with the construction of the 
improvements. 

From a regulatory perspective, the County of Tulare is responsible to 
prepare an expansion plan for facilities that are anticipated to exceed 
the permitted capacity of the facilities.  The expansion plan would be a 
component of a Report of Waste Discharge that would be submitted to 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board for review and approval.  
The RWQCB would determine updated Waste Discharge 
Requirements for the facilities.  
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B. Projected Future Flows 

 

Sanitary sewer demands for Commercial property is estimated to be 
1,000 gpd/gross acre.  Sanitary sewer demands for Industrial property 
is estimated to be 3,000 gpd/gross acre. 

As can be seen from the table, projected flows are anticipated to 
increase as follows: 

Existing and Projected Flow 

Scenario Residential Commercial and 
Industrial 

Cummulative  

Total 

 (gpd) (gpd) (gpd) 

Present   55,624 

Scenario 
1 

8,127  63,751 

Scenario 
2 

30,100 49,457 143,308 

Scenario 
3 

30,100 14,649 188,057 
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VI.  RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS 

A. Description 

1. Sewer Collection System 

The existing sewer mains and probable alignment of future sewer 
mains for the community of Traver are shown in Exhibit 10.  The 
collection system phasing is anticipated to be separated into three 
areas of work.   

 

Initial Construction Requirements (Scenario 1) 

The first segment of work is to construct a sewer main in Jacobs 
and connect to the sewer main in Canal Street.  This construction 
would be necessary to serve the Tentative Subdivision discussed 
earlier.  It is recommended that the developer of the subdivision be 
the responsible party to design and construct the sewer main.  The 
County would be responsible for review of the design and review of 
the construction. 

 

It is noted that Scenario 1 includes service to an anticipated 
Medical building east of the school.  It is recommended that the 
owner of the proposed Medical building be responsible to identify 
and obtain an easement from the proposed building to Merritt Drive 
so that in individual sewer service may be constructed by said 
developer to the sanitary sewer in Merritt Drive.  The responsibility 
of the County would be that of review of the easement, design, and 
construction. 

 

Second Construction Requirements (Scenario 2) 

The second area of work is to construct a lift station in the vicinity of 
Merritt Drive and Burke Street.  The lift station would receive 
wastewater from the proposed residential subdivision north of 
Jacobs between Burke and Canal Street.  The lift station would also 
be sized to receive gravity flow from the commercial areas between 
Burke Drive and State Route 99.  Refer to Exhibit 15 for a 
conceptual layout of the proposed lift station.  It is noted that the 
County of Tulare would be required to acquire the property for the 
construction of the lift station.  Since the lift station will be located 
within the 100 year flood zone, all pads of the lift station site shall 
have an elevation of approximately 12 inches above the centerline 
of Merritt Drive to minimize the potential of flood damage.  The lift 
station will require more area than is available within existing rights 
of way.  Exhibits 20 and 21 identify typical plan view and sections of 
the lift station, however, it is anticipated the lift station would be a 
duplex station.  Exhibits 20 and 21 also serve to describe the 
potential new lift station at the wastewater treatment plant, which 
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would be a triplex lift station.  A new force main would be required 
within the Merritt Drive right of way, which would extend to Road 44 
(refer to Exhibit 16).  As shown in Exhibit 16, the force main 
alignment must take into consideration the existing gas, water, and 
sewer mains within the Merritt Drive right of way.  The force main 
would discharge to a gravity sewer that would extend from Avenue 
368 to the wastewater treatment facility.  Exhibit 17 shows a 
conceptual layout of the new force main and gravity main at the 
intersection of Merritt Drive with Avenue 368.    Utilization of a lift 
station and force main allows portions of the sewer system to be 
less deep and less costly for construction.   

 

It is noted that the property identified as APN 040-020-075, which is 
included in the service area for Scenario 2, does not have direct 
access to the County right of way.  As shown in Exhibit 18, the 
property only has a frontage to Caltrans right of way.  Appendix B 
includes a Caltrans right of way map that provides additional 
information regarding the property.  A public sewer is not typically 
allowed within Caltrans right of way.  Therefore, the owner of APN 
040-020-075 would be required to obtain an easement across APN 
040-020-074 in order to obtain access to the sewer system. 

 

The second phase of work would include construction of a sewer 
line in Merritt Drive from Burke to 6th, and then south within 6th 
Street to the limit of the County right of way.  Similarly, the second 
phase of work would include construction of a gravity main within 
Burke from Merritt Drive north to the connection point of the 
proposed subdivision.  The gravity lines would discharge to the lift 
station at Burke and Merritt.   

 

Third Construction Requirements (Scenario 3) 

The third phase of work would extend the gravity sewer line 
northerly along 6th Street to serve additional commercial properties.  
A new sewer line would also be extended south within Burke from 
Merritt Drive to south of Kitchner in order to serve commercial 
property.   

 

 

2. Treatment Plant Expansion Phases 

 

Scenario 1 Requirements 

There are no treatment or disposal construction requirements in 
order to serve the properties identified in Scenario 1. 
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Scenario 2 Requirements 

As noted in the discussion regarding the collection system, a lift 
station, force main in Merritt, and a new gravity main in Road 44 
are required to serve the demands presented in Scenario 2.  In 
addition, the new gravity main in Road 44   A conceptual layout of 
the wastewater treatment and disposal facility improvements 
necessary for Scenario 2 is shown in Exhibit 19.  The work would 
require a new influent lift station, headworks, aeration basin, 
clarifiers, blower building, sludge handling facilities, and disposal 
pond improvements.  The proposed facilities would be located 
south of the existing treatment ponds so that construction could be 
performed with minimal disturbance of the existing treatment facility 
operations.  It is anticipated that the existing treatment facility and 
the initial phase of the proposed treatment facilities would operate 
concurrently for a period of time.  Ultimately, the existing treatment 
basins would be drained, the accumulated sludge removed, and the 
treatment basins would be converted to disposal ponds. 

The existing wastewater treatment facilities lift station does not 
have the potential to be modified to accommodate the future 
flowrates anticipated.  A new lift station is proposed south of the 
existing facilities.  Exhibits 20 and 21 identify typical plan view and 
sections of the lift station.  A magnetic flowmeter would be installed 
in the discharge pipeline from the lift station.  The new lift station 
would be constructed to a depth that would allow the existing 8 inch 
diameter sewer main to be extended south and discharge to the 
new lift station. 

A new headworks would be required for the treatment facilities.  
Exhibits 22 and 23 identify typical plan view and sections of the 
recommended headworks.  The headworks structure would be 
constructed to accommodate the flows anticipated through 
Scenario 3.  The headworks would include a self cleaning screen to 
remove non-biodegradable materials prior to the aeration basin.  

It is noted that there is a water supply well at the wastewater 
treatment site.  The distribution pipeline from the water supply well 
would be extended to the new treatment facilities for the purposes 
of wash down and to provide the water necessary to operate the 
self cleaning screen at the headworks.  

The existing treatment facilities will not meet anticipated regulatory 
requirements, especially with respect to total Nitrogen of the 
effluent.  The study prepared in June 2005 recommended a Biolac 
system of treatment.  A similar treatment process (Bioworks) is now 
in the marketplace, which will allow for competitive pricing of the 
facilities for construction.  These patented, proprietary processes 
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use a pond similar to the existing aerated ponds, but install a series 
of diffusers suspended from floating tubes along the surface of the 
pond.  The air is supplied by blowers constructed in a blower 
building near the pond. Because the air transfer capacity of this 
system is greater than that of surface aerators, this process can 
accommodate greater flows with lesser hydraulic detention times 
than aerated or facultative lagoons.  The anticipated expansion 
increment for Scenario 2 would be an aeration basin that would 
accommodate approximately 120,000 gallons per day.  Exhibit 24 
shows the relative location of the Headworks and Aeration Basins.  
The second aeration basin and associated improvements would be 
constructed to accommodate Scenario 3. 

The treatment system would include clarifiers for the removal of 
solids and discharge of effluent to the disposal ponds.   

Sludge Disposal 

It is understood that sludge has not been wasted from the treatment 
plant since its inception.    Expansion of the facility will increase the 
mass of solids to be wasted from the facility.  Alternatives that may 
be applied to sludge handling include sludge drying beds, 
mechanical thickening/dewatering devices, and bag thickeners.  
Due to the availability of land and the infrequent wasting of sludge; 
it is recommended that sludge drying beds be considered.  
Conceptual layouts of sludge drying beds are included as Exhibits 
25, 26, and 27.  In addition, compact dewatering presses may be 
considered, such as the press fabricated by FKC (refer to Appendix 
C).  

Scenario 3 Requirements 

Scenario 3 improvements at the wastewater treatment facilities 
would include construction of the second aeration basin and 
associated clarifiers and sludge disposal facilities.  The location of 
said facilities is shown on Exhibits 24 and 25. 

It is anticipated that the majority of the existing treatment facilities 
would be demolished prior to construction of the facilities required 
for Scenario 3.  However, the existing water supply well and the 
generator building may serve a continuing purpose and would be 
retained. 

Effluent Disposal 

The existing facilities have disposed of treated effluent through 
percolation and evaporation from the disposal ponds.  It is noted 
that a small portion of the existing disposal ponds are necessary to 
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remove the effluent.  A conservative estimate of the potential 
disposal capacity of the entire site, using a percolation capacity of 
0.75 inches per day (one half of estimate) was determined in the 
Original Study as 171,600 gallons per day.  It is likely that the 
actual sustainable disposal capacity of the site may be greater than 
this value.  This disposal capacity compares favorably to the 
anticipated demands of the proposed residential development.  
Specific pond percolation testing is recommended to determine 
actual capacity.  The current circumstances at the treatment 
facilities do not allow for sufficient effluent to be discharged to the 
disposal ponds to allow for such a test.   

If actual percolation rates at the site and sanitary sewer demands of 
the anticipated development lead to the determination that 
additional property is required for ultimate buildout, the County 
would be required to either acquire additional property or enter into 
long term agreements for reclamation of effluent on nearby 
agricultural property. 

As noted in the Original Study, the RWQCB encourages 
reclamation to agricultural lands wherever possible, in conformance 
with the Tulare Lake Basin Plan.  Although this issue will need to be 
considered further during design and permitting of the plant 
expansion, identification of suitable cropland near the plant site 
(such as alfalfa), and preliminary contacts with the grower about the 
use of treated effluent on those crops, is recommended.  Alfalfa is 
presently grown in properties south of Avenue 360 along Road 44.  

If reclamation is required in the future, it is recommended that an 
agreement be negotiated with a nearby property owner of suitable 
crops, for disposal of conventional secondary effluent to the 
property.  The County would not be required to obtain ownership of 
the disposal site for this purpose.  The nature of treated effluent 
produced by the recommended facility will be as defined in Title 22 
as undisinfected secondary effluent. Although this product has a 
more limited applicability than a disinfected tertiary effluent, it 
appears that numerous opportunities exist with nearby growers to 
apply the secondary effluent to cropland, without the added cost of 
tertiary facilities, and associated operations and monitoring.   
Selection of crops that do not fall within the human food chain, such 
as alfalfa or cotton (fiber and fodder) will provide the greatest 
flexibility when permitting for irrigation disposal.  

B. Environmental Impacts 

Construction of new sewers and treatment facilities will cause 
construction related impacts- noise, dust, and similar.  New sewer and 
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treatment facility construction may be considered growth inducing, and 
that impact must be recognized.   

Although no surveys of the project site have been performed by 
biologists, archeologists, or other trained professionals, it appears from 
a cursory inspection that no wetlands, endangered habitats, or 
cultural/historical sites would be disturbed by the proposed project.  

C. Land Requirements 

The total project would be built within existing rights of way, 
easements, and property now owned by the County, with the exception 
of one portion of the future sewer required to serve property west of 
State Route 99. The collection system lift station would require 
acquisition of property near Merritt and Burke.   

D. Cost Estimates  

Exhibit 28 includes a summary of budget capital costs for the project 
described, by phase. Note the following about the costs summary: 

 Costs are estimated using present conditions; since it is not known 
when any portion of the project would be built, the costs must be 
adjusted to current conditions at that time.   

 Property acquisition costs are not included, nor any costs for use of 
nearby agricultural property for effluent disposal.   

 Although no extraordinary mitigation measures are expected for 
this project, CEQA review may reveal unknown requirements. 

 Included in the estimate are contingencies at a total of 20% of cost.  
This item is intended to address unforeseen issues and topics that 
arise during design, permitting, and construction. 

 

VII.  OPERATIONS AND DEBT REPAYMENT 

1. Debt Repayments 

It is probable that any construction of recommended improvements 
will require the County to obtain funding from outside sources in the 
form of grants, loans, or some combination.  Due to the low-income 
level of the community and the demonstrated need for economic 
development, it is likely that some level of grant funding will be 
obtained.   

The United States Department of Agriculture, Rural Utilities 
Service, makes loan and grant packages available to qualifying 
communities.  The loans and grants are provided to communities 
that would not otherwise be able to afford necessary improvements.  
The program serves “to reduce water and waste disposal costs to a 
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reasonable level for rural users” (USDA, RUS Program 
Information).  The grants are available for up to 75% of project 
costs, however, recent funding limits and budget shortfalls have 
limited the loan/grant ratio to the inverse, that is, 75% loan and 25% 
grant.  The level of grant participation is variable and is influenced 
by many factors including MHI, relative sewer charges, and other 
debt encumbrances.   

2. Reserve 

A capital reserve set-aside should be included in the annual costs 
of the facility when user charges are calculated.  The set-aside will 
be needed in the future for many purposes, such as the following: 

 Major repairs, not covered under warranty. 

 Future changes in requirements, for example, regulatory.  

 Eventual equipment replacement, at the end of service life. 

It is recommended that the capital set-aside be established at 
one-tenth (1/10) of annual debt repayment requirement for the 
Scenario 2 construction, and increased to a similar percentage of 
Scenario 3 debt repayment when that portion of the improvements 
are funded and constructed. 

3. Operator Requirements   

The present facility is operated under a contract by an outside firm.  
Specific certification requirements for the proposed improvements 
are anticipated to require a Grade II Operator.   

Primary changes would be the increased mechanical complexity 
(lift stations, self cleaning screen, blowers, automated valving) and 
sludge handling and disposal. 

4. Monitoring and Laboratory Needs 

Updated Waste Discharge Requirements will dictate monitoring and 
testing requirements. 

B. Time Schedule    

Actual construction of the improvements described herein will be 
determined by several factors outside the scope of this study: 

 Ability to acquire the property necessary for the sanitary sewer lift 
station at Merritt and Burke. 

 Ability to obtain funding assistance. 

 Ability to determine appropriate connection fees and monthly sewer 
charges, and subsequently conduct a successful Prop 218 election, 
as required. 
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 Completion of appropriate environmental studies. 

 Preparation of a Report of Waste Discharge and receipt of 
appropriate Waste Discharge Requirements. 

 Final design of capital improvements. 

C. Construction Design Criteria 

Design criteria for this project are based upon compliance with all 
Federal, State, and local regulations and in accordance with customary 
professional standards.  The following design criteria and assumptions 
for this project have been made: 

1. Environmental review and documentation will be made according 
to the California Environmental Quality Act.  Depending on the 
funding source, the National Environmental Policy Act and funding 
agency requirements will also apply.  The review will include 
determination of the impacts on the environment through a 
preliminary review including a review of categorical exemptions, 
and/or an initial study.  Depending upon the results of the initial 
study, a negative declaration, a mitigated negative declaration or 
an Environmental Impact Report will be prepared for approval by 
the County of Tulare.  The project design will incorporate 
appropriate mitigation measures as needed.  In any event, the 
project will be designed to minimize any harm to the environment 
and maximize health and sanitation benefits to the community. 

2. The project will comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) and all other requirements for making the facilities 
accessible to handicapped persons. 

3. The project will incorporate energy-efficient devices such as 
premium efficiency motors and solar power where practical. 

4. Design will incorporate sustainable, green building standards 
where cost-efficient and practical. 

5. Treatment facilities and collection system components will be 
designed with sufficient capacity to accommodate reasonable 
population growth rates and anticipated commercial/industrial 
development. 

6. The project will be designed to comply with all applicable and 
adopted Building Codes, environmental regulations, RWQCB 
requirements, seismic, and health and safety regulations. 

7. All construction materials shall meet current standards including, 
but not limited to, American National Standards Institute (ANSI), 
American Water Works Association (AWWA), Hydraulics Institute 
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(HI), American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM), National 
Electrical Manufacturer’s Association (NEMA), International 
Standard Organization (ISO), American Society of Mechanical 
Engineers (ASME), and the National Sanitation Foundation (NSF). 

  



 

 

 

G : \ C L I E N T S \ T U L A R E _ C O U N T Y  O F - 1 3 9 9 \ 1 3 9 9 1 4 C 2 - T R A V E R  W A S T E W A T E R  R E V I E W \ _ D O C U M E N T S \ R E P O R T S \ T R A V E R  S E W E R  C A P A C I T Y  S T U D Y  F I N A L . D O C X  

17 

VIII.  SEWER CONNECTION FEES 

A summary of sewer rates and connection fees in the general proximity of Traver 
is included in the table below: 

    

System 
Population (2000 
or 2010 Census) 

Sewer 
Rate 

Sewer 
Connection Fee 

CSA #1 2253     

Delft Colony   $49.00   

El Rancho   $66.75   

Seville   $59.75   

Tooleville   $53.75   

Tonyville   $60.00   

Traver 713 $36.50 $500 

Yettem   $79.25   

Wells Tract   $62.25   

Caruthers CSD 2103 $35.00 $5,700 

Cutler PUD 6300 $33.00 $2,075 

Earlimart PUD 5531 $14.25 $5,258 

East Orosi CSD 426 $40.00 $7,200 

Goshen CSD 2794 $32.00 $975 

Ivanhoe PUD 4474 $39.85 $1,890 

Lemon Cove SD 150 $4.50 $500 

Lindsay 11500 $30.00 $7,166 

London CSD 1638 $25.00 $1,990 

Malaga CWD 900 $41.32 $1,744 

Orosi PUD 7318 $22.97 $1,745 

Pixley PUD 3500 $36.55 $6,685 

Poplar CSD 2200 $25.00 $1,300 

Richgrove CSD 2700 $18.00 $750 

Riverdale PUD 2900 $39.00 $3,950 

Seville 400 $59.75   

Springville PUD 1300 $35.06 $3,900 

Strathmore PUD 2352 $14.70 $500 

Sultana CSD 650 $34.60   

Tipton CSD 1792 $21.50 $4,400 

Woodville PUD 1542 $19.25 $4,150 
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In addition, summary information obtained from the SWRCB is included in 
Appendix D.  The information indicates the general trends of sewer rates and 
connection fees within California since 1990.  The information includes lowest, 
highest, and average charges, and is characterized by population, level of 
treatment, and County.  The present sewer rates for Traver are near average for 
Tulare County, however, are low when compared to average rates for 
communities in California with a population of less than 1,000 persons.  The 
connection fees for Traver are significantly low in comparison to other 
comparable communities. 

Subjects to be considered for adjustment of connection fees would include the 
benefits of improvements to the existing population, the benefits of the 
improvements to new or future developments, and funding assistance obtained 
for the improvements.   

Adjustments to the existing Zone of Benefit boundary would incorporate a 
method to quantify the pre-existing sanitary sewer collection, treatment, and 
disposal capacity that properties beyond the existing ZOB would benefit from.  
The properties within the ZOB have contributed toward the construction and 
maintenance of said existing infrastructure. 
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IX.  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Construction of the Scenario 2 improvements will allow the community of Traver 
to alleviate the pending deficiency of collection and treatment capacity, allowing 
residential development to continue, and allowing some capacity for future 
industrial/commercial growth.  The availability and timing of Scenario 3 
improvements will be determined by the interest shown by larger 
industrial/commercial users.   

Permitting of the expansion should occur only after a Capital Facilities Plan is 
adopted and the first phase of residential development has been submitted to the 
County for consideration.  It is understood that the County has submitted 
preliminary applications for funding assistance toward construction of Scenario 1 
infrastructure improvements.  It is recommended that a public awareness 
campaign be initiated immediately so that the electorate can make informed 
decisions.     

The expansion of the Traver Sewer Collection and Wastewater Treatment 
facilities is recommended to proceed with the following parameters: 

 Ultimate capacity of 200,000 gpd. 

 New left station near Merritt Drive and Burke Drive.  New force main in 
Merritt Drive. 

 New treatment plant lift station and headworks. 

 New Biolac or BioWorks treatment facilities. 

 Disposal of effluent within existing site to 170,000 gpd or the site 
capacity, if proven to be greater. 

 Potential for reclamation beyond existing facilities when capacity 
exceeds site disposal capacity. 
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X.  EXHIBITS and APPENDICES 

 

EXHIBITS 

 

1. Scenario No. 1 

2. Anticipated Sewer Connections 

3. Scenario No. 2 

4. Scenario No. 3 

5. Traver Location Map 

6. Study Area Groundwater Contours 

7. Study Area Floodplains 

8. Study Area Land Use 

9. Existing Parcels with Existing Sewer System 

10. Existing and Future Sewer System Map 

11. Sewer System Flowrates 

   11a – Existing Sewer System Flowrates 

   11b – Scenario 1 Flowrates 

   11c – Scenario 2 Flowrates 

   11d – Scenario 3 Flowrates 

12. Existing Sewer System Peak Flowrates 

13. Treatment Facility Average Monthly Flowrates 

14. Treatment Facility Electroconductivity 

15. Proposed Lift Station at Merritt and Burke 

16. Force Main in Merritt Drive 

17. Force Main and Gravity Sewer at Merritt Drive and Road 44 

18. Frontage of APN 040-020-075 

19. Conceptual WWTP Layout 

20. Typical Lift Station 

21. Typical Lift Station Details 

22. Headworks Plan View 

23. Headworks Sections 

24. Biolac System Layout 

25. Sludge Bed Site Plan 

26. Sludge Drying Bed Sections 

27. Sludge Decant Structure 

28. Preliminary Estimate of Overall Cost. 
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APPENDICES 

 

A Proposed Residential Layout North of Jacobs (Tentative Subdivision Map) 

B Caltrans Right of Way Map  

 C FKC Screw Press information 

 D SWRCB Sewer Charge Summary 










































































































